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Consular immunities are not of great importance, and their extent
is inconsiderable.
It was in connection with immunity of State property that The (p) Immunity
Parlement Beige (ante) was decided.   The law relating to ships ]p^bjfcpec
(other than men-of-war) which enjoy immunities in international Property of
law may be summarised as follows:x
(i) A British court of law will not exercise jurisdiction over a
ship which is the property of a foreign State; nor can any maritime
lien attach, even in suspense, to such a ship, so as to be enforceable
against it, if and when it is transferred into private ownership.
(ii) Ships which are not the property of a foreign State, but are
chartered or requisitioned by it or otherwise in its possession and
control,2 may not be arrested by process of the Admiralty Court
while subject to such possession and control, nor will any action lie
against the foreign State; . . . but when the governmental pos-
session and control cease to operate and the ship is redelivered to her
owner, an action inpersonam will lie against him in respect of salvage
services rendered to her while in governmental possession and control
when he has derived a benefit from those services.
From the case of The Porto Alexandre, [1920] P. 30—a case of
salvage—it appears that this immunity extends to the freight earned
by such ships, and presumably to the cargo itself, if publicly owned.
It is, however, not certain whether immunity attaches to all ships
owned, chartered or requisitioned by States when engaged in trading,
or only to ships so owned, chartered or requisitioned when "dedi-
cated to public uses": Campania Naviera Vascongado v. S.S. Cristina,
[1938] A.C. 485, where three members of the House of Lords indicated
that if and when the main point involved in The Parlement Beige
(ante) and The Porto Alexandre (ante) (both decisions of the Court of
Appeal) came to the House of Lords it would be open to the House
to take a different view.
A sovereign State's user, direction or control of chattels can-
not be the subject of proceedings in the courts here. In United
States of America v. DoIIfus Mieg et Cie, S.A., [1952] A.C. 582, an
action for conversion of gold bars was stayed by the House of
Lords because it violated the immediate right to possession of
Governments who were bailors of the gold bars defined under a
contract of bailment with the Bank of England. But it is not enough
for a foreign Government merely to assert a claim to property; the
court must be satisfied that conflicting rights have to be decided in
relation to that claim before staying the action: Juan Ysmail & Co.
Inc. v. Indonesian Government, [1954] 3 W.L.R. 531, where the claim
1 See Oppenheim, op. cit., Vol. L, 8th ed., pp. 856-7.
* See Government of the Republic of Spain v. S.S. Arantzazu Mendi, [1939]
A.C. 256.

